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2th Apria;," -1959 COCOM Document No, 34758
COORDINATING COMMITTEE é;
7
RECORD OF DISCUSSION
oN
THE EXPORT OF CABLES TO THE U.S.S.R.
23rd March, 1959
Prosent: Belgium (Luxcmbourg), Canaday France, Eermany, Ttaly, Japan,

Nctherlands, Norway, Turkoy, United Kingdom, Unitod States.

Roforonces: COCOM Documents 3436 and Addondum, 3444; 3450, 3451 3452, 3464,
: 3470, 3472 and 3474,

1. Thoe CHAIRMAN invited the French Dolegato to inform the Committce of the
rosult of the rocont consultations carriod out by his Government on tho subjoct
of tho oxport of cables to the U.S.S.R.

2. The FRENCH Delegate stated that his Government, as a result of approaches
from various sources, had again consulted exports from the Ministrics of Industry
and Notional Defende and from the S.8.C.F. Theso cxports hod confirmed their
carlior conclusions Although it was corrcct that tho cables concorncd might be
used in port for communications, their special charactoristics had led the experts
. %o consider that such an eventuality would be highly improbable in poace~time

and that thosc railway signalling cables werc in fact covered by Ibom 4481. The
Fronch Govermment had decided not to change their position; although thoy
undertook not to grant any now licences for the cxport of matorial of this type
beforo the Committee should have roached unanimous agrecmont on the interpretation
of Ttems 1526 and 4481, thoy folt unable to roscind the authorigation thoy had
alroady granted.

3. The UNITED KINGDOM Dclogate oxprosscd considcrable disappointment over the
French Declogatot's statement, The United Kingdom Governmont did not congider that
there could be any doubt as to the coverage of Ttem 1526, but they folt that if
thoro was a risk of misunderstanding as rogards Item 4481, the latter should
cortainly bo amended. The Delegatc stated the belief that the enquiries which
the Russians had addressed to varicus Momber Governments indicated clearly that
a1l the cablos involved were aovered by Item 1526 and that in consequence no
delivories to the Soviet Bloc should be authorised.

L. The FRENCH Delegate stated that there would be no point in reitorating

thoe tochnical arguments which had been brought forword by his Delegation and
which wore recorded in paragraphs 7 and 8 of COCOM Document 3452. He would
however rofer to onc mattor. 4 certain French company had reoceived onquiries.
from the Russians as to the supply of 500 to 600 kilometros of cables having

tho following characteristics: 7 quads 12/10 mm, insulated with plastic materials,
undor a shoathing of lead or aluniniun and armour, with a reduction factor of
0.07 botweon 50 and 100 volts. , Tho Fronch authoritiocs had considored thatb,
although apparently intonded for use along & railway line, those cablos could

bo used as long -distance telephone cabless the.application had therefore been rofusod,
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Sey The UNITED STATES Delegate, upon instructions from his Government, wished
tosstath that the Unitod States Govornment viowed with concorn bho announcoment
just made by the French Delegate, Thoy wore profoundly disappointed to learn
fhat fﬁ@@sgvernment of Frange Wwas unwilling either to delay or to withdraw

its permission for the export of this highly strategic communications cable

to the Soviet Union. The United States was the more concerned in the light

of the fact that every other Participating Country, excvept for Belgium, was
ponvinced that the cable in question was embargoed by Internationals List Item
}526@ Moreover, prior to the announcement concerning the French licensing
action, even the Belgian Government apparently had no doubt on this score.

ihe statement of the French Delegate that the cable involved lacked strategic
charactéristics and tebhnical argument to support this conclusion seecmed to

have little application to the issue involved in this case inasmuch as it B
geemed to have been clearly established that the cable in question came within
the terme of the definition of Item 1526 and was thus embargoed to the Soviet
Bloc, The Delegate was instructed to inform the Committee that, in view of the
Erench announcement, all Participating Governments should anticipate that further
steps would be taken by the Government of the United States. The Deleogate stated
that he would be less than candid if he did not voice the scepticism with which
his authorities viewed the contention that the licence could not be suspended or
withdravm. He reminded tho Committec that the French authorities did not give
their preliminary approval for this manufacturc until February 28th and that the
United: States Delegation had requested a delay in the licensing during the
Coordinating Committee's mecting of Mareh 4th - only threce working days after
the pro-licence had boen granted, It was inconcecivable that in that brief period
of timo the cable manufacturer could have incurred any significant financial
obligations for raw matorials or labour. Tho Dolegate also reminded the Committec
that there was overy reason to belicve, in tho light of the statements made in the
Committce, that the whole coble producing community had been awarc of the French
action and that the French company concorned kncw that other Partieipating
Countrics, givon similer cxport ppssibilities (and cven morc lucrative ones than
that offered to the French manufacturcr), had rcfused to licensc this cable
becauge of its ombargo status.

6. Dospite the French decision, the United States authorities did not belicve
that thore wos any justification for other Mombor Countrics to violate the cmbargo
as well, It was inconccivablo to his authoritics that any Participating Country
would knowingly ship such highly strategic matorial to the Soviet Bloe, vhatovor
the cxtent of domestic commercial prossurcs. Failure by one member to observe
agroed procedurcs could not justify the abandonmont of the embargo by others.
Apart from thc damage donc to the prineciples of the Coordinating Committce, it
was sorious from the strabtegic point of view that one member should provide such
B largo quentity of a vital strategic commodity to the Sovict Union. Tho strategle
harm would obviously be aggravatoed if groator quantitics worc made available. The
Delogate invited particular attontion, in this connection, to the memorandum
submitited to the Committee that day by his Delegation (COCOM Documont 3472) in
which morc detailed information was given concorning tho strategic application

of this cable, The United States authorities, thorcfore, urged that other

Membor Governments cxcrcisc the utmost restraint in determining their own actions
in tho light of tho French decision., Spocifically, the Dolegate wished to propose
that all Mcmber Governmonts agree that, despite the Fronch action, no further
liconcos for the oxport of t & SX gocd type of cable to the Sino-Soviet Bloc
would be authorised. Such'EngEQZE jould seom to be imperative if the integrity
of the Commititee's actions and abligations assumed by all Member Governments was
to be maintained,

7. The TURKISH Delegate stated that, in view of the stratogic significance
of these cables, his Govermment favoured their retention under embargo; ho
pointed out that the Turkish Delegation had always advocated tho placing of all
coblos under cmbargo.

8. The NETHERLANDS Dolegate, recalling that, in the view of the cxperts
consulted by his Govornment, the cables in question were covered by Item 1526,
stated that thoe Coordinating Committoe's fundamontal principles would be scriously
prejudiced by oxports of this material. It would thus be necessary to carry out
an urgent revision of tho two items involved and, in the meantimo, to suspend

all oxports of such a nature,
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9. The CANADIAN Dolegatc stated that his Government were continuing the
tochnical cxamination of this matter. Their chief concorn was the question of
the definition; thoy believed that a distinction should be drawn botwoen the
various principal usos of the cables, The Canadian Government would view with
grave disquict any action which would prejudico the objective discussion of tho
problem or the maintenance by the participating countries of a common front in
face of the Soviet Bloec.

10. Tho JAPANESE Delegatec recalled the circumstances of the retantion of
Ttom 1526 undor embargo at the time of the List roview., The Japanosc authorities
had not thon been convinced as to the high strategic significance of the products
coverod by Iteom 1526, but in the final stage of tho revicw they had ncvertholess,
as a concossion forming part of a goneral compromise, accepted its inclusion in
List I. This itom appeared on the cmbarge list at present and thercfore the
Japoancso Dologation werc unable to concur in the interprotation which had been
given by tho Fronch Govornment and which had caused the curront difficultios,
The Delegate rogretted that the Fronch Government had not been able to cancel
their decision, because, as similar orders had becn offered to Japancsc firms,
‘the Japancse Goveramont would be undor hoavy attack if thoy refused to grant the
roquired licences.

11, The Dologato stated that ho had noted with intemsb the view cxproessed
by the Gorman Delegation in the meoting hold on the 18th March (GOCOM Docunont
3470) to the offecct that thoe ocables in question, although conforming to the
letter of Itom 1526, did not correspond to the spirit of that itom. The Gorman
Dclegation had morcover proposed during the meeting of the 19th March (COCOM
Document 3474) that in order to safeguard intornational cooperation in the field
of strategic controls Member Governments should refrain from authorising new
exports of thosc codbles until after discussion of this matter in the Committec.,
The Japancsce Government, after a carcful examination of the preosent position,
had deeidcd to fall in with the German proposal and considerced this to bo the
maximun they could do in existing circumstanceos.

12, Tho ITALIAN Dolegote pointed out that the Committeo was faced with a
gituation whoso importance and complexity would bo clecar to all., Its principal
factors worc the following: two itoms, ono on tho Embargo List and onc on the
Wateh List, dealt with cables, since any modern railway signalling systom
nornally included communications cablo; were thesc lattor of the typo whesc cxport
had beon authorised by the French Government or did theoy possess difforent
charactoristics? It would be for the Committec to decide this point after a
comprohcusivo tochnical examfination., Two Dologations had alroady indicatod

what cables, in thoir viow, wore not caught by Itom 1526.  Other Delogations,
ond anong then the Italian Delegation, without having tokon a position on this
point, considored that certain cables, without any doubt, were covered by Item
4481, Finally, still othor Delegations held that all cablos werc caught by
Iten 1526, In viow of the divergent intorprotations given to the coverage of
Iton 4481, it scomed cssontial to try to rcach a unanimous rcading of the coveragpe
of overy itom on tho International Lists, as falling this cach Member Govornment
would follcw its own criteria., Tho Italian Delegation believed that an
Intorpretative Notc should bo drawn up to provide all tho nocessary indications
for a uniform understanding of Itom 4481, as had alrcady boon donc in the case
of other itoms whose scope might be interpoted differontly by difforont Momber
Govornmonts., This task could be carriod out by tho Technical Sub=Commitice
which would mecet on the 13th April.

13, &s to the particular case undor ocxaminaticn, the Italian authoritics
would haveo boon quitc preparcd to givo a very broad interpretaticn tc Iten
1526 as a provisional measuro and te toke no final deeision, had a similar
attitude beon adeptod by all tho o untries ropresented in the Committec. The
Fronch Delogation, however, had just anncunced that thoir Governmont werc
unablo to rovoko their deeision and tho Belgian Delegation had roserved the
right to grant oxport licences for the same cablc, which in their viow was not
covered by List I. Tho Delegate stated in this context that he associatoed
hinsclf with his Gorman colleopue's statomont, reported in paragraph 9 of
COCOM Documcnt 3470, to tho effoct that "Any difference in the application of
the omborge rules by individual Member Countries would lead to a de facto
diserimination against the manufacturers df those countries which intorproted
the embargo controls more restrictively than othors". In conclusion, ho
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1z, The GERMAN Delegate pointed out that the proposal for a waiting period
which his Delegatioft had submitted during the previous mesting was conditional
upon the adoption by the other Member Governments of an attitude identical to
that of the German Government.,

15. , The NORWEGIAN Delegate associated himself with the remarks of his
Canadian colleague and stressed the need to suspend any new exports of this
material until the Committes should have agreed a uniform interpreteation of
the two ltems involved.

16. In reply to a question by the United Kingdom Delegate, the BELGIAN
Delegate explained that in "reserving® their position, his Government intended
to reserve the right to grant a licence. Nevertheless, according to his latest
instructions, which had just arrived, it appeared that the Belglan authorities
intended ‘to consider tho German proposal afresh and would send him their
instructions in the course of tho weck, Tho Delcgato would not fail to pass tie
information to the Sccretariat.

17. The UNITED STATES Delecgate urged the mombers of the Commititeo ‘o give
carcful study o his Government's memorandum (COCOM Document 3472) and to the
btatement he had just made., Despite the reply given that day by the French
Delogation, the Delegate contimued to hope that, as long as no export had
actually taken place, it would be possible for the French Government to
reconsider their position, The United States Delegation, moreovor, woro
mogt favourably inclined towards the German proposal for a waiting poriod and
hoped very much that the two Delegations who were at present resecrving their
position would be able to Join the majority and accept that proposal.

18, The FRENCH Delogatc dosired to answer his United States colleague!s
remarks as to tho bricf period of time which had elapsed betweon the granting

pf tho liconce and the start of production of the cables. He again laid stress
on the fact that the matter involved had been submitted to the competont sorvices
threo months previously; morcover, the necossary stocks of copper had been
roody for purchase and, in viow of the fluctuations affocting the market for
this product, the company concoerned had bought the metal by cable immodiately
they had recoived the authorisation. The Delogato sald that, although he could
not spocify. the exact date on which production of the cables had started, he

was able to confirm that they were now in course of production,

19. Turning to paragraph 6 of the United States Memorandum, the Delogate
explained that the avthorisation given by the Froench Government concorned the
supply of railwny signalling and toclecommand cables made up of 12 quads
105/100 mm of which 6 were leaded at 140/83 mH cvory 1700 motros, plus throe
quads 9/10 mm whosc capacity was not stipulated, and five 9/10 mm conductors.
According to tho United States Delegation, this make~up in quads was
charactoristic of communications cables and not of railway cables. The
Delogate wished howover to point out that, exclusively for railway control
systoms, the S.N.C.F,, on the Paris-Lillc and Paris-Strasbourg lines, used
cablos having 33 and 37 quads; in the Eastern suburbs of Paris, they used
cables going up to 51 quads. Tho Delogate then analysed the moko-up of the
cables having 37 quads, which was as follows: 28 9/10 mm loaded quads,

five 12/10 mm star quads, one 9/10mmeter guad and threo 12/10 mm quads (tho
last ninc quads not being loaded). As to the protection, tho Dclogato
rominded the Committoe that thc cables on order woerc insulated with plastic
materials and included a watertight sheathing of lead or aluminium, and

that the Russsian specifications wore vory strict as to the limitation of

tho offects of induction. In these circumstancos, it was difficult to sco
why tho Russians would eall for nocdlessly oxponsive and evon troublosomo
characteristics if it was thoir intention to use the cables for purposcs othor
thon railwoy signalling.
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20, The UNITED STATES Delegate expressed the view that the French
Delegation were evading the issue when they attempted to justify this

export on technical grounds, The Memérandum submitted by the United States
Delegation that day (COCOM Document 3472) had not been submitted for the
purpose of presenting technical arguments, Certain very important information,
however, concerning the probable military use to which the Soviets would put
this cable, if obtained, was contained in that Memorandum and the Delegate
once again urged 'a careful reading thereof by all Delegations. Cortain
technical views concerning this cable had, morcover, been submitted by the
United States Delegation in an easrlior Memorandum; COCOM Documont 3464. Sight
should not be lost, however, of the major issue, which was whethor or not this
cable was included under Item 1526, and thus embargoed. The United States
Delegation had previously established that this cable was so ineluded, even
under the torms of the most authentic available French definition (COCOM
Document 3470, paragraph 22), and tho overwhelming majority of the Committee
soemed to have no doubt as to the embargo character of the cable., Sincoc the
Fronch Delegation had, however, raiscd cortain technical points, the United
8tates Dolcgation wished to make some obscrvations in rosponse thoroto.

21, The Delegate recalled that dotailed studies carried out by the United
States intelligence services had made it clear that the U.S.S.R, werc suffering
from a shortage of communications cables which was affecting the realisation
of their priority military programmcs, While not denying that they might be
uscd for servicing a railvay linc, the Dologate stressed the fact that, as”
indicated by COCOM Document 3472, the cables involved in tho prescnt instance
had a highor capacity than that of the cables used for railway lines in tho
United States. Morcover, the fact that eertain queda were loaded ond others
not could only bc dotermined by the uscr at tho time of the installation and
the United States authoritics preferred to base their judgment upon the
inherent charactoristics of the cables, such as the conductor diameters, the
type of insulation, the arrangoment in quads and the capacitance, rathor

than upon the elaims made by the Russians;  those characteristics alone
could not bo modificed by tho user. Tho cxample of the cébles: used to

equip the Paris-Strasbourg line did not seem conwineing, for 28 of the quads
wore loaded and therefore limited in their channel capacity;only 9of the quads were
etex qusds which vhenugsd with carrier frequency equipment permit a greatly
increased number of channels. The Soviet cable ordered in Belgium, howover,
consisted of 14 star quads capable of providing between 168 voicc channels
and 2000 teletype channels., These cables therefore were inherontly larger
in capacity than the S,N.C.F, cablos, although the latter had morc conduestors.
Morcover, the cataloguc of onc of the most important Europcan cable companies
included carrier frequency cables whose specifications corresponded oxactly
to thosc of the cables called for by the Russians. 4s to the protoction of
the cables, two factors should be cxamined separately: first, the lcad outer
cover intended to protecct the cable from the weather and from animals and
which was often found in any outdoor communications cable; and on the other
hand the sheathing of aluminium or of copper, intended to protect tho cable
from external electric curronts liable to affcet transmission., This
olectrical shielding requested by the Russians was a normal characteristic

of communications cable installed alongside and parellel to high tension
lines or electrified mailway lires, Tt wmld not however be at all out of the
ordinary to find communications cable installed along railway lines; in
certain regions, such as Siberia, such proximity was even a neccssity to
allow of adequate upkeep, The Delegate added in concliision that cables

of this btype were less subject to interference from magnetic storms

than other lines or radio-transmission systoms.

22. The ITALTAN Dolegate having asked the cxports present if in practice
a rellway signalling system could be made to work without cablos, thce FRENCH
Delegato stated that in France there existed combinations of cables and
electro-mechanical or elcctro-magnetic systems. The URITED STATES Delcgate
stoted that it was alsc possible to use micro-wave systoms, Tho ITALIAN
Delegate hawving furthermore indicated that in his view the load was an
inhorent charactoristic of a cable, the UNITED STATES Delecgate stated that
on the contrary the load was the result of an external operation.
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23, The GERMAN Delegate, noting that the Committee had been conpletes

ly absorbed in the study of the present situation; said that he felt it his |
duty to draw attention to the cases still pending, which were scheduled for
discussion early in 4pril. There wes & German case, an Italian casec and a
Japanese case, in addition to a Belgian request which had been withdrawn but
which night perhaps be re—submitted. He reminded the Conmittec that, al-
though the Uniteq Kingdon Delegation had not subnitted an exception request,
enquiries had also been sent by the Sovict Union to British conpanices. The
Delegate pointed out that, although believing that the cables involved were
covered by Iten 1526, the Gernan authoritics considered that it would be
Justifiable to authorise exceptions on the grounds of the technical charac-
teristics of the cables and their harnless cnd-use. The Delegate invited
Delegations who had so far opposed the expert of these cables to reconsider
their position, if not for the whole of the guantity askead for, then at
least up to a linit of 450 kilouetres for cach country subnitting a requeste

24, The UNITED KINGDOWL Delegate pointed out thet the Delegations be-
lieving these cables to lie outside the scope of Tten 1526, should, if they
wished for a discussicn to teke place within o reasonable time, take urgent
steps to subnit proposals for amendment of +the definitions involved, together
with arguments in support of their sugrestions.

25. The ITALIAN Delegate stoted that his Delegation had not subnitted
an cxception request but had informed the Committce of the enquiries sent to
Italian incustrial cirecles. As the object of the German proposal was to
guarantee vniforn treatment for the verious requests, the Delegate welcomed
it end undertock to recommend it to his Governnent.

26, The UNITED STATES Delegate enquired as to which Member Countries
the Gernan Delegate envisoped would he cligible to participate in the Gornan
Proposal for granting exceptions requests. He invited the Comnittee's
attention in this connection to the fact that this entire natter had origi-
nated with a Belgian request for an cxception. Subsequently, nemoranda had
been subnitted by the Germen and Italisn Delcgations requesting consideration
of their cases in conncction with the Belgian case. The original Belgian
Memorandun had, in the ncantine, beon withdrawn by the Belgian Delcecgation. In
the view of the United Statcs Delegation, there was no requcst for an
cxception to export ecable ponding before the Committec at this time which
would qualify as a proper subnission under eny of the Comaittee'ls agreed
exceptions procedurecs,

27. The GERLIAN Delegate, in reply to his United States colleasue,
stated that his Delegation's nenorandun (COCOM Docuncent 3450) should be
congidered as an official exception rcquest subnitted on an 2t _hoc hasis;
further deteails, boreover, had beon supplied to thc Cormitioo in the course
of th¢ neeoting on the 18th iarch (sce COCOL Document 3470). . :

A e = - #he Delesate undertook to submit his Govern-
rnent's casc to the Comnittec officially oncc agsain,

28, The ITALILN Delepate stated that he had received no instructions
to submit an official request, but he confirmed that his authorities werae
counting upon the Comnittco's grenting absolute perity of +$reatment to all
the interestcd countrics.

29. The JLPINESE Delcsate stated thot when he had accepted the pro-
rosal for a waiting period subnitted Ly the German Delegation, he had consi-
dered that the question of the requests would be taken up again 2t the tine
of the revision of Iten 1526 and that it would be superfluouns to subnit a
request within the framework of the cxeeptions procedures. The Japanese
Delegation had alrcady indicated that orders had been propesed by the U.S.S.R.
to Japanesc firms and that, should Dclegations wish to obtain additional
details, the Japancse Delegation would be preparcd to give the answers, but
did not propose to subnit an cfficial request. As to the Gernan proposal to
set a liuit of 450 kilonetres for the various exports which might be autho-
rised, the Delegatc undertook to recommond this to his Government for
favourable consideration.
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30. The CHAIRMAN noted that the German proposal for the observance

of a waiting pericd seeried to have nct with general sgreement in the Connit-
tee, save in the case of two Delegetions, who had undertaken to meke known
their final replies shortly. Should these be in the negative, other Delg-
cations would draw their own conclugions. Then the Cormittee had received
a German exception request, for which a discussion date should be set.
Lastly, therc was the question of the amendment to Itens 1526 and 4481: the
Chairnan sugrested that, without waiting for the proposals which wight

be subnitted, the Committec might as a first step try to clarify the scope
of the present definitions.

31. The GERWAN Delcgate stated that he would be slad to rececive
Governnents! replies to his request by the 13th April at the lateste.

32, The COMMITTER asrced to Place this question on its agenda for
the April 133%h necting and, on the sane Jdate, to discuss the scope of Itens
1526 and 4481, together with a possible prolongation of the waiting period.
4s to a possible amendment of the two iteus referred to, it appeared desi-
rable to wait until proposals had been subnitted before setting a date for
their discussicn.

33. On the 26th iarch, the BELGIAN Delegation informed the Secrcta-
riat that their Governuent were Prepared to hold up the grant of the licence
they had been asked for until the Committcc should have concluded the dig-
cussion concerning the anendnent of Itens 1526 and 4481. This decision

had naturally beon taken subjceet to the condition that othor participating
countries adopted the same atbitude.

34 On the saic date, 26th March, the ITALIAN Delegation inforned
the Secretariat that his Goverament worc prepared to agree to the Gernon
rroposal end that, in a spirit of conpronise and taking account of the
position of the other ihterested Governnenis, they would hold up the Jrant of
any licence involving the cables in question until after the rovision of
Ltens 1526 and 448ls  The Italian Delegotion reserved the right to take an
active part in the discussicns concerning the aumendment of the definitions
of thesc itens so as to secure unaninous interpretation cf their scope and
thus avoid all discrimination of a comicreial naturce between participating
countries.
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